Paul Eo ch. 
Berkeley 

Bear Paul: 



17 January 1971 



I found your letter 1 7 w--,. 

re-read it, but I delayed wri tiL- 8^?^' several da y s ago and 



commanded 



rjvtr 



— w. c; w. 

Mention in 



except in haste, and^nartlv [rnw*^ woa ld not allow me to answer 
something revealed ^Portnatiy, really) because 

such bewilderment, that I was rot Ue saca consternation, 

f i £ n ' fcrolled response. Even now I wonk^ 6 ' ^nether I could issue 
although I am no less be^ilLLS 2 de . r . What to sa y- But, 
more temperate. '* " ^ J - ee - L ings now,^ at least, are 

closing^hatlyo^had^h^book^V^'ound^^T'^^^ 11 7 ° U letter d is- 

your fingertips when vou wSoS virtually at 

that you did not refe? me to t’-sf A nen * What troubled me is 
knew that it would interim LLS ’ even th °ugh you surely 
tative discussions which La? L eJad a ^hori- 

favorably — on my assertions about tw« ^ 7 ""< 8 -^ d > it appears, so 
I am at fault for professing such utte^i™^ 8 fra S men ts. Perhaps 
mathematical formulas that fo^^o^ht ineptitude with 

meaningless to me. If that’s tL tne ffia tbematics would be 

did understand the passages in wL 7 $ U were r ight> But 1 

zed m words, for, as I previously fndf? ;°n~ u laq|/'ere xxnx summari- 
bombast, I can read several lanSLS ^ ]^,**«PPropri*e 
English. Even if you supLLd t^-t + and modern > including 

woras, you might at leastLave t-oSL 1 a ° uld not understand the 
sidering that I failed to comnnSlS? r8d me to tile Pictures. Con- 
have supposed that the verbal de^crint meloa ~ cil oly, you may 

you know that I am not blindh and tha^ W ° U + d pass me by » but 
are not meaningless. tna u the pictures in the book 

of abusive vllifiLtio^thL 1 ^^?^? 8 tllat contained a measure 
appear as Valentines, Lfneverf raw d ?S £ etters to ^u 

corespondents as anything le^s than 1 cease ^° regard my 

help and who could, and did heln^p f ?f d ^-F? sons whom 1 conoid 
regard you as a friend, in sri t-n? At ? d l ld 1 ever cease to 
P ~~ bougb t Vou knew that. If j thought Ln-n 7 lebbers "ay indicate, 
offer you my apologies, for vh-t * g ’ tnen 1 sincerely 

to you, I assure you that I intended 7 W ? r J may be worth 

you and for me. intended nooning but good, both for 

a*out I,™ being too sensitive 

oversight. The makings for n ° more tllan an 

since I had put out aLot of effort to 1V1 C ' 7 WS ?S there ’ f °r sure, 
ences that I used in my mono^-nh ^ ~ ecure the couple of refer- 

whether they are appro Sr i •= 1 1 f ’ w d T n now 1 8In not su re 

properly. I was at first ^irdipnnrlt u ^ bave used them honestly and 
Wound Ball j sti ^ nai ^ a nt bacaasa , by _ reference to 

of verifying my a c, 's o rtin’T=! + 11 ° t a ec ~ ^ be time and trouble 

could also have f-iveS7e tbe^k® 11 r , eC0 e ii2ea authorities, and you 

better, and to dSvI!o/ttl<? V 

uxu not xnow, 01 course, that 




18 Jan 71 



Harold** 

I did not send to Sylvia your letter to me concerning her, 
nor will I, 

In referring to Hoch as txmsfc fink, I did not mean agent. 
That was a had choice of words. I meant no good prick. 

Sylvia’s most recent letter to me (11 Jan) describes con- 
versation with Sprague re Hoch: "Incidentally, I had a 

phonecall the other day from Hick Sprague — a terribly nice 
and we 11 -motivated guy who nevertheless £this word, coming 
from DiHyxdiKKK±±3saas many directions about we 11 -motivated 
guys, is beginning to sicken me — RBj does immense harm to 
our position by wildly irresponsible articles and lectures — 
and we talked briefly about Hoch’s melon paper. Sprage told 
me that he had met Hoch in Washington in late July or early 
September 1970 (I had not known that Hoch was in the east 
at that time) and was flabbergasted to realize in conversa- 
tion with him that Hoch had "done an Epstein# and become 
a complete defender of the WR ." Cute, eh? 



Still, 






PS, 






Xfj fit -5/V/ -Co X fA fviM ** A-^t h* 




